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ABSTRACT 
While academic interest in destination branding has been gathering momentum since the 
field commenced in the late 1990s, one important gap in this literature that has received 
relatively little attention to date is the measurement of destination brand performance. This 
paper sets out one method for assessing the performance of a destination brand over time. 
The intent is to present an approach that will appeal to marketing practitioners, and which is 
also conceptually sound. The method is underpinned by Decision Set Theory and the concept 
of Consumer-Based Brand Equity (CBBE), while the key variables mirror the branding 
objectives used by many destination marketing organisations (DMO). The approach is 
demonstrated in this paper to measure brand performance for Australia in the New Zealand 
market. It is suggested the findings provide indicators of both i) the success of previous 
marketing communications, and ii) future performance, which can be easily communicated to 
a DMO’s stakeholders. 
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INTRODUCTION 
The field of destination branding emerged in the tourism literature during the late 1990s, in 
line with increasing investments in brand initiatives by destination marketing organisations 
(DMO). From the outset, research has been concerned with practical challenges facing 
destination marketers, with the first journal articles reporting analyses of the appropriateness 
of tourism branding strategies for Croatia (see Dosen, Vranesevic & Prebezac 1998) and for 
Wales (see Pritchard & Morgan 1998). Since then the field has been steadily attracting 
interest from academics around the world. For example, Pike (2009) reviewed 74 destination 
branding publications by 102 authors from the first 10 years of the literature from 1998 to 
2007. One of the gaps identified in the review was the relative lack of attention towards 
measuring the effectiveness of destination branding over time.  This paper contributes to this 
area by promoting one approach that is practically relevant to DMOs, but which is also 
conceptually sound. The approach is underpinned by Decision Set Theory and the concept of 
Consumer-Based Brand Equity (CBBE) from the wider marketing literature. The paper uses 
the results of a recent study of market perceptions of Australia, to demonstrate the value of 
the method in monitoring the performance of a brand over time. 
 
DMOs, in general, have three main aims with their marketing communications:  
1. To increase awareness of the destination 
2. To educate the market about the attributes and benefits the destination has to offer 
3. To encourage travellers to (re)visit the destination.  
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Ideally, all marketing communications reinforce the brand identity. As shown in Figure 1, the 
brand identity represents the image the destination aspires to in the marketplace (see Aaker 
1991, 1996, Keller 2003). However, the brand identity may or may not be congruent with the 
destination’s brand image. The brand image represents the actual perceptions of the 
destination held by consumers in the various target markets.  Since image is a key driver of 
destination competitiveness (Hunt, 1975), this is the core construct in any modelling of 
branding performance. To achieve congruence between the brand identity and the brand 
image, marketers use brand positioning. This requires a focused and meaningful value 
proposition designed to achieve differentiation from rivals offering similar features (see for 
example Aaker & Shansby 1982, Ries & Trout 1986). 
 
Figure 1 – Destination branding concepts 
 
 
 
 
However, brand performance measurement requires more than the measurement of 
congruence between brand identity and brand image. If we consider the general aims of 
DMOs listed above, measures will also be required for destination awareness and intent to 
(re)visit. CBBE, developed in the wider marketing literature by Aaker (1991, 1996) and 
Keller (1993, 2003) offers an ideal structure in this regard. At the foundation of CBBE is 
brand salience, which is the strength of the brand’s presence in the mind of the consumer 
when a travel situation is considered. Decision Set Theory (see Howard 1963, Howard & 
Sheth 1969) suggests that of all the brands available, the consumer will only actively consider 
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between two and six in decision making. Thus, salience is more than just awareness, since a 
consumer will be aware of far more destinations than they will actually consider. When 
making a decision between the 4 +/2 destinations in their decision set, the consumer draws on 
brand associations, which are representative of cognitive perceptions, otherwise referred to 
as brand image. In the associative network memory model (see Anderson, 1983), image is 
anything linked to a brand in an individual’s memory. Memory consists of nodes and links; a 
node contains information about a concept, and is part of a network of links to other nodes. 
So when a given node concept is recalled, the strength of association determines what other 
nodes will be activated from memory. A destination can therefore be conceptualized as a 
node to which a number of other nodes (attributes) are linked. At the peak of the CBBE 
hierarchy is brand loyalty, which is the degree to which the consumer intends to (re)visit. 
Destination studies using structural equation modelling have demonstrated positive 
relationships between salience, associations and intent to visit (see for example Bianchi & 
Pike, 2011). The purpose in this paper is to provide a non-technical discussion on 
measurement of these variables without using structural equation modelling. 
 
The aim of the study reported here was to provide measures of branding performance for 
Australia, which could be used a benchmarks for comparison at future points in time. The 
remainder of the paper presents results from a survey undertaken in the New Zealand market. 
New Zealand has traditionally been one of Australia’s most important markets. The country 
is one of the closest geographically, shares a similar culture and sporting rivalry, and provides 
the highest number of arrivals from any country to Australia. In the year ended 31 August 
2012, New Zealand provided 750,600 of Australia’s six million visitors 
(http://www.tourism.australia.com/en-au/research/5236_5240.aspx, 10/10/12). There are also 
strong levels of repeat visitation to Australia by New Zealanders. For example, over 90% of 
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New Zealand visitors to Australia’s state of Queensland are repeat visitors (Tourism 
Queensland, 2006). 
 
METHOD 
The sample consisted of members of panel from a New Zealand marketing research 
company. The panel members were invited by email to participate in an online survey, which 
was hosted by the faculty. Firstly, two filter questions asked i) if participants had visited 
another country during the previous five years, and ii) the likelihood of taking an 
international holiday during the following five years. No mention of Australia was made on 
the opening page of the web survey, so as not to bias participants thinking about salient 
destinations. Two open ended questions were used to identify unaided destination salience, in 
the form of their preferred destination for their next overseas holiday, and then any other 
destinations they would also probably consider. They were then asked to rate the importance 
of battery of destination image attributes on a seven point scale anchored at ‘not important’ 
(1) and ‘very important’ (7). The next page asked participants if they had previously visited 
Australia and to evaluate the performance of the destination on the same list of destination 
image attributes, using seven-point scale items anchored at (1) ‘Very strongly disagree’ to (7) 
‘Very strongly agree’. Intent to visit Australia was measured using a seven point scale.  
 
RESULTS 
A total of 858 useable responses were received. The mean intent to take an international 
holiday was 5.8 on a seven point scale, and 81% of participants had previously visited 
Australia.  In terms of brand salience, Australia was by far the highest ranked destination 
with 40% of participants listing the country as their preferred destination, as shown in Table 
1. While this might not be considered surprising given the close proximity of New Zealand to 
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Australia, only three of the other top ten preferences were similarly short haul destinations 
(Rarotonga, Fiji, Samoa). Long haul destinations in the top 10 accounted for the preferred 
choice of one quarter of participants. 
 
Table 1 – Destination brand salience 
Rank Unaided Top of Mind destination n % 
1 Australia 340 39.8
2 UK 71 8.3
3 USA 67 7.8
4 Rarotonga 30 3.5
5 Fiji 28 3.3
6 Samoa 22 2.6
7 Italy 21 2.5
8 Canada 19 2.2
9 France 18 2.1
10 Greece 12 1.4
 
As discussed, to measure brand image we asked participants to firstly rate the importance of a 
battery of destination attributes, before asking them to rate the performance of Australia 
across the same items. The means scores, which are presented in order of importance in Table 
2, enable a practitioner-friendly gap analysis as shown in Figure 2. While the results were 
positive for Australia, with the means for all performance items above the scale midpoint of 
4, the gap analysis indicates room for improvement on a number of important attributes. For 
example, the mean performance for Australia was marginally lower than the mean for each of 
the four most important attributes.  
 
Table 2 – Means for attribute importance and performance 
Attribute Mean 
importance
Std.  Mean 
performance
Std.
1. High levels of personal safety 6.1 1.1  5.5 1.1 
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2. High levels of cleanliness 6.0 1.3  5.7 1.1 
3. Easy to get around 5.7 1.1  5.6 1.1 
4. Friendly locals 5.7 1.1  5.3 1.2 
5. Good weather 5.6 1.3  5.9 1.0 
6. Beautiful scenery 5.5 1.2  5.7 1.1 
7. Good cafes/restaurants 5.4 1.3  5.7 1.1 
8. Lots to do 5.3 1.3  6.0 1.0 
9. Interesting local culture 5.3 1.3  5.2 1.3 
10. Opportunities to revitalise your spirit 5.2 1.5  5.4 1.3 
11. High quality infrastructure 5.1 1.4  5.6 1.1 
12. Historic sites 5.0 1.5  5.1 1.4 
13. Good shopping 4.9 1.6  5.9 1.1 
14. Opportunities for adventure 4.9 1.6  5.7 1.1 
15. High quality accommodation 4.6 1.8  5.8 1.1 
16. Nightlife 3.9 1.7  5.4 1.3 
17. Opportunities for romance 3.7 1.9  4.9 1.6 
Grand mean 5.2   5.6  
 
 
Figure 2 – Gap analysis 
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As discussed, one of the key goals for DMOs, and the highest level of the CBBE hierarchy is 
intent to visit, and in this regard the mean intent to visit Australia was 5.6 on the seven point 
scale. We argue that the results for brand salience, brand image and intent to visit represent 
benchmarks that can be tracked at future points in time to monitor ongoing perceived brand 
performance. 
 
DISCUSSION 
We argue the brand performance approach outlined in this paper is conceptually valid, being 
underpinned by CBBE and Decision Set Theory. In addition the method is simple to 
administer, with the results easily understood by DMO stakeholders since the key variables 
align with common DMO branding objectives.  There are a number of important 
considerations with this research design, which we now summarise: 
 Destination salience. Previous studies have consistently shown the number of 
destinations actively considered in consumers’ decision sets is within the range of two 
plus or minus four (see for example Woodside & Sherrell 1977, Thompson & Cooper 
1979, Crompton 1992, Pike 2002), and that there is link between decision set 
composition and actual travel (see Pike, 2006). Since decision set membership 
represents a source of comparative advantage it is critical that unaided top of mind 
awareness is elicited from participants. Therefore no indication of the name of the 
destination of interest should be available to participants in this section of the survey. 
 Destination image. Although this stream of literature is one of the largest in the 
destination marketing field (for reviews see Chon 1990, Pike 2002, 2007, Gallarza, 
Saura & Garcia 2002), there is no universally accepted brand image scale index. 
Researchers are encouraged to use the literature for examples of attributes that have 
proven valid. For example Pike (2003) tabled the most commonly used attributes used 
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to measure destination image from 84 published studies, which could be screened 
through qualitative interviews with consumers from a target market of interest for 
suitablility. Other qualitative methods for eliciting salient destination image attributes 
have included: free elicitation (Reilly, 1990), Q-sort (Stringer, 1984), personal 
interviews (Crompton and Duray 1985), focus groups (Milman & Pizam 1995) and 
the Repertory Test (Walmsley & Jenkins 1993). It is also advantageous to ask 
participants to indicate the importance of each of the destination attributes before 
rating the destination of interest, since the highest rating attributes are more likely to 
determine destination choice. This then guides the design of future marketing 
communications. 
 Brand positioning. A limitation of the study outlined in this paper is that participants 
were only asked to indicate their perceptions of Australia. Measuring a destination’s 
position requires a frame of reference with competing places. This requires asking 
participants to rate the performance of a competitive set of destinations, as identified 
in Table 1 for example. 
 
  
10 
 
REFERENCES 
Aaker, D. A. (1991) Managing Brand Equity, New York, Free Press. 
Aaker, D. A. (1996) Building Strong Brands, New York, Free Press. 
Aaker, D.A., & Shansby, J.G. (1982). Positioning your product. Business Horizons.  
 May/June: 56-62. 
Anderson, J. R. (1983) The Architecture of Cognition, Cambridge, M.A, Harvard University 
Press. 
Bianchi, C., & Pike, S. (2011). Antecedents of attitudinal destination loyalty in a long-haul 
market: Australia’s brand equity among Chilean consumers. Journal of Travel & 
Tourism Marketing. 28(7):  736-750. 
Chon, K. (1990). The role of destination image in tourism: a review and discussion. The 
Tourist Review. 45 (2): 2-9. 
Crompton, J. (1992). Structure of vacation destination choice sets. Annals of Tourism 
Research. 19: 420-434. 
Crompton, J. L., & Duray, N. A. (1985). An investigation of the relative efficacy of four 
alternative approaches to importance-performance analysis. Academy of Marketing Science. 
13 (4): 69-80. 
Dosen, D.O., Vranesevic, T. & Prebezac, D. (1998). The importance of branding in the 
development of marketing strategy of Croatia as tourist destination. Acta Turistica.  
10(2): 93-182. 
Gallarza, M.G., Saura, I.G., & Garcia, H.C. (2002). Destination image – towards a  
conceptual framework. Annals of Tourism Research. 29(1): 56-78. 
Howard, J. A. (1963). Marketing Management: Analysis and Planning. Homewood, Ill:  
 Irwin. 
Howard, J. A., & Sheth, J. N. (1969). The Theory of Buyer Behavior. New York: John Wiley  
 & Sons. 
Hunt, J. D. (1975). Image as a factor in tourism development. Journal of Travel research. 
Winter: 1-7. 
Keller, K. L. (1993). Conceptualizing, measuring, and managing customer-based brand 
equity. Journal of Marketing. 57: 1-22. 
Keller, K. L. (2003) Strategic Brand Management, N.J., Prentice Hall, Upper Saddle River. 
Milman, A., & Pizam, A. (1995). The role of awareness and familiarity with a destination: 
The central Florida case. Journal of Travel Research. 33(3): 21-27. 
Pike, S. (2002). ToMA as a measure of competitive advantage for short break  
holiday destinations. Journal of Tourism Studies. 13(1): 9-19.  
Pike, S. (2002). Destination Image Analysis: A Review of 142 Papers from 1973-2000.  
Tourism Management. 23(5): 541-549.  
Pike, S.  (2003). The use of Repertory Grid Analysis to Elicit Salient Short Break  
Holiday Attributes.  Journal of Travel Research.  41(3): 326-330. (TIER A*) 
11 
 
Pike, S. (2006). Destination decision sets: A longitudinal comparison of stated destination 
 preferences and actual travel. Journal of Vacation Marketing. 12(4): 319-328.  
Pike, S. (2007). Destination image literature: 2001 – 2007. Acta Turistica. 19(2): 107- 
 125. 
Pike, S. (2009). Destination brand positions of a competitive set of near-home destinations.  
 Tourism Management. 30(6) : 857-866.  
Pritchard, A., &  Morgan, N. (1998). Mood marketing - the new destination branding 
strategy: a case of Wales the brand. Journal of Vacation Marketing. 4(3): 215-29. 
Reilly, M. D. (1990). Free elicitation of descriptive adjectives for tourism  
image assessment. Journal of Travel Research. Spring: 21-26. 
Ries, A., & Trout, J. (1986). Positioning: The Battle for your Mind. New York:  
McGraw-Hill. 
Stringer, P. (1984). Studies in the socio-environmental psychology of tourism. Annals of 
Tourism Research. 11: 147-166. 
Thompson, J. R., & Cooper, P. D. (1979). Additional evidence on the limited size of evoked 
and inept sets of travel destination. Journal of Travel Research. Winter: 23-25. 
Tourism Queensland. (2006). Why do kiwis come to Queensland? T.Q. News. 7(Winter): 45- 
47. 
Walmsley, D. J., & Jenkins, J. M. (1993). Appraisive images of tourist areas: application of 
personal constructs. Australian Geographer. 24(2):1-13. 
Woodside, A. G., & Sherrell, D.  (1977).  Traveler evoked, inept, and inert sets of vacation 
destinations.  Journal of Travel Research.  16:  14-18. 
 
